) T o WR 287
eooM
Comiments in Response to Lotalism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking < od \“s‘;ec\e
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b submit the following comments in respanse to the Localism Notice of Proposed RuleAMing (g.e
*‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. N\a\\ ‘:\oc)(\'\
o\

Any new FCC rules, policies of procedures must not violate First Amendment ﬁghts.Fpnumber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

{1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially refigious broadeasters, to take atvice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRIM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional maondates. Religious broadeasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, inchyding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

{2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into 2 public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air fime. Proposed public access raquirements would do so — even if a religlous broadeaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impusition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not foroe revelation of specific ediforial decision-meaking information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporling on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FGC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which cerlain licensees would be
automatically from routine renewa) application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of cerlain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
refigious broadeasters. Those who stay true o their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to thelr beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings:
5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to fusther
squeeze niche and smaller market broadeasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (2) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
ﬁmmmﬁtm these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
te

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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M, - The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share théir’vhalu_e"é; The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
bnconstifutional mandates.’ ‘Religidus broadcasters who resistadvice ffdm those who don't share their
values could face'increased harassment, complaints and even ioss‘of license for choosing t0 follow their owh,
consciences,-rather thanallowing inéompatible viewpoints to'shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

PR, L

2) The FCC must not furn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so = even if a'religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. o
@) The FCC'must fot force revelation of specific éditorial decision-making information. The choice
of programmiirig, espg”cial[jr' religious programming, is not properly dictated by any*goveéfnment agency — and
proposals to force reporting on siici things as who'produced what programs wolild intriide on
constitutionally-protected editorial :f_:_hoipes. , © S r” A
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) I ]'h?, FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
- dutoaticaily barfet! ot oltie¥renelai apiidaioh brogessig, Theé proposéd mandatory special renewal
review of céntéin'classesior applicants by HieeommkSidiErs thdtmssivesWibld-amebhi{to coercion of -
refligious. broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciencesiand present only the messages they

)

correspond to their beliefs'could face:lohg; e&pgr-’(éﬁé%ﬁ%&’fﬁoten_tjalfi\( ruinous Senewa}l proceedings.
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(5) , Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and $maller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station js on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs-with'these proposals would force semice cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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1 submit the following comments in responseé t6 the Localism Notice of Proposed RJF ﬂé'l‘qﬂg‘&}he >
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

@ The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of pregramming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

“4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

automatimlly barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal

review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

rel us broanasters Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
r?es stid t5:thieir-beliefs-could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters aoperate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
_stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche-and-smaller-market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring -
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by-further restricting main. studio iocation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtailed service is contrary to the
publ‘l__‘p interest.

‘We urge the-FCC not-to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Docket No. 04-233 ecled
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ( ﬂ%“R 2 6 2003
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. FCo %
(W) \ .g_ " N -~

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of Pl
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionélly-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those Who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their bellefs could face long, expensive and potentlally rumous renewal proceedings.

B - Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by furtiver restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
publié interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt tules, procedures or pohc;é‘S‘dnscussed above. -~
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March 16, 2008

Received&lmm‘ .
The Secretary Mg 26 20
Federal Communications Commission O n J
445 12™ Street, SW VR

Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
RE: MB Docket No. 04-233

I feel you are violating my First Amendment by your
proposals. I choose Christian Radio and don’t
enjoy secular broadcasting.

You would be coercing Christian broadcasters as

well as forcing service cutbacks and curtailing

service whose programming listeners as myself so
desperately need.

Sincerely,

Ml 7. cloy

Shixrley LeCloux

3015 N Stévemson Pier Road

Stdrgeon Bay, WI 54235

~
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March 19, 2008 ‘ Received & Inspected
Marlene H. Dortch, Esq., Secretary MAR 26 2003

Federal Communications Commission 5T Am
445 Twelfth Street, SW ST

Washington, DC 20554

Re:  Broadcast Localism Proceeding
MB Docket No. 04-233

Dear Ms. Dortch:

WNGM AM 1230 has been operating in the Hiawassee, Georgia community for nearly two years.
In that time, the Station has devoted countless resources to serving our local community. Our Station
participates in our community, and understands the needs of our community, not because of government
mandates but because the Station cares about our community and serving the public interest. I write today
to object to the burdensome and unnecessary proposals contained in the Commission’s Broadcast Localism
proceedmg .Each of the proposals in the proceeding is addressed separately below.

SO Commumcatlons Between Licensees. and Thelr Communmes .

More than 25 years ago, the FCC abandoned 1ts mlsgurded “ascertamment” requrrements, when it
correctly concluded that market forces, rather than government mandates, may be relied upon to ensure that
broadcasters air programming that is responsive to the needs and interests of their communities. Nothing
has changed in those 25 years that should make the FCC reach a different conclusion now. If anything,
broadcasters today face far more competition, from satellite radio and TV, cable, the Internet, and iPods, to
such an extent that market forces virtually ensure that broadcasters air responsive programming. We know
full well how important it 1s to dddress-the needs and ibterests of the people-in our communities. If we
don’t address-those. Hieeds. and Tatérets wa know that matket foress will-dfive listeners and viewers
elsewhere. Government mandates will not change that equation, except to make it far more difficult and
expensive to be a good broadcaster.

Accordingly, this Station opposes any reinstatement of the formal ascertainment process or the
mandatory creation of advisory boards. The quarterly issues/programs list requirement, coupled with
Commission review as necessary and public input at renewal time, has worked adequately over the past 25
years. The potential benefits, if any, of these unfunded mandatory proposals are severely outweighed by the
costs involved. Instead, broadcasters should be given the flexibility, in their important role as stewards of
the broadcast airwaves, to commugicate withstheir-eomniunities:in-a manner that best suits the station and
the community.

Remote Station. Oneratron

F or many years broadcasters have been aﬂ'orded the ﬂex1b1]1ty to operate without station personnel




present at or near transmission facilities. This has been particularly important in emergency situations,
where broadcaster resources may need to be devoted elsewhere. This Station opposes any efforts to remove
the flexibility that the Commission has wisely provided to brdadcasters. Many broadcasters simply cannot
afford to staff their facility during all hours of operation and may be forced to shut down, which would be
an extreme disservice to the public. Other broadcasters have invested thousands of dollars in technology
to be sure we are immediately notified of any on-air problems. We do not believe the Commission
should nullify those investments and require us to make even more expenditures for unneeded personnel

Main Studio Rule

Similarly, this Station opposes any restrictions to the main studio rule. For many years, stations
have been given the choice as to where to locate their main studio in the communities they serve. Due to
variations in topography, and in order to address the needs of the various communities they serve,
broadcasters have been able to rely on the flexible approach the FCC has adopted. No changes to this
flexible approach are necessary or warranted.

Voice-Tracking and National Playlists

This Station opposes any Commission regulation that would restrict the practice of voice-tracking.
Voice-tracking can be a useful tool for smaller broadcasters to bring popular non-local talent to the local
airwaves, as a benefit to their communities. Any restriction on this ability would be a disservice to the -
public, and any disclosure requirements potentially would infringe the First Amendment rights of
broadcasters. Similarly, station playlists are a matter of licensees’ discretion, and are tailored to serve the
tastes of the communities they serve. The Commission is prohibited by statute from regulating the content
of broadcast material, and should not encroach on the editorial freedoms broadcasters enjoy under the First
Amendment.

License Renewal Procedures

Finally, the Commission has proposed the adoption of quotas for local programming. Such a
proposal raises serious First Amendment concerns for broadcasters. Therefore, this Station opposes any

government mandates in the form g,f quﬂ;tas Or specﬂic minimum hours of local programming.

Bmadeaster»s;mhgﬁww-'* I ﬂy;live ik @{e,aligoummesg; ahid - who: mherently know the.needs-and
INterestS their Communities; ~are, it wfhe' besf position to!.deétermine How Best to provide responsive

programming, mcludlng local programming; and to allocate their resources accordingly. Broadcasters need
the flexibility that is built into the current system. It is this flexibility that allows us to provide
programming that best serves the public interest.

Respectfully,

Mike Sawage

WNGM Station Manager
101 South Main Street, Suite 6, Hiawassee, Ga. 30546
. (706) 896=1230-Phone (706) 896-1784 Fax




Recelved & Inspected
MAR 2 62008
Harch 16, 2008 FCC Mall Room

The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" st, sW .
Washington, DC 20554

RE: MB Docket No. 04-233
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

I listen to Christian radio and I believe that you would be
violating the First Amendment by your proposal. I do not want to
be forced to listen to secular broadcasting.

You would be coercing Christian broadcasters to air programming
that we the listeners do not want to hear, nor agree with. I do
not believe this would benefit anyone except the FCC. This
amendment is not in the best interest of Christian radio stations
or their listeners, you are VIOLATING our First Amendment.

Crystal Willming

2568 Cty C
Brussels, WI 54204

Sincerely,
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| submit the following comments in féeﬁﬁﬁﬁe 10 the Localism Notice of Proposed U Mail Room
Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies ar _procedures must notviolate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals dlscussed in the NPRM, .if €nacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such uriconstitutional mandate.? Religious broadéasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could-facetinereased "harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow thelr own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. ‘The.First Amendment prohlbltsggovemment, including the FCC,
from dictating what v:ewpomts a broadcaster particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not furn every radio statlon into a publlc forum where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster consclenhously objects to. the message. The First Amendment forbids impesition of
message delivery mandates on any rehglon

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decnsnon-makmg information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properiy dictated by any
government agency — and proposgls to ferce reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would lntrude on constltutlonally-protected editorial choices.

, (4) The FCC must not establish a&mher%mnewal system |n which certain licensees would be
o automatlcally barted from muhne@ewal;appilcatlenrprocegsmg The proposed mandatory
PO $peciglienewa review of c%r’lalmclassaei ohapplicaits {g,e Commissioners themselves would
wea . amour&qtq;geerelon:ofz‘reugmus;broadeasters’?“uTheseXWh stay)true to-their- censcnences and
present only thermessages they correspond to their-beliefs &6tild face long, expenswe ‘and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

stations. Keepmg the-electricity flowing is often a*challenge Yet, the Commission proposes to

further squeeze niche:and smalleramarket brgadea stemab,y*substantlally raising costs in two ways:

(a) by requiring staff presence;whenever*as *"h is on’ the airand, (b) by further restricting main

studio location choices. Ralsmghcosls with these proposalszwould foree service cutbacks - and

curtalled senvice is contrary 46 the publlcilnterest
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Cammen‘tsﬂeresponsertfgrL c |snuNotrce of Proposed!Rulemakmg SCefir~et L .
MB Dot:ketNo. 04-233 SRR T N T K 2 i

: I L e N .' T A
Sl I«submrt the“fdllowrngveommentsvrﬁ'té%’ﬁﬁﬁsé*«tdﬁherLoealrsm.Notrueoﬁ Broposed a0 262008
Rulemaklng (the “NPRM") rreleased Jan 24” ’2@08pm MB: Docket No. 04-233 e T /V lail 2
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Any new FCC rules polrcres or procedures must not vrolate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, :if enacted uvould do.so — and must not be adopted
(1) The FCC must not force radro statrons especrally relrgrous broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. .The NPRM’s.propesed: advisory-board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face mcreased ‘harassnient, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather.than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The-First Amendmeht pro-hrbrts ‘government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a.religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radro station. |nto a publroyfomm where anyone and everyone
has rights to air time. Propesed public accesswequrrements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously:objects to the.message: The First Amendment forbids lmposrtron of
message delivery mandates on any:relrgron )

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of- specrﬁc edltonal decrsron-makmg information. The :
choice of programming; especrallﬁrergrous programmmg, is riot-properly dictated by any .
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs wouid rntrude on constrtutronally—protected edltonal chorces -

(4) The FCC must not- establish a@no—trered«rer;ewal system in whrch certain lrcensees would be
automatrcally{barredﬂfrom routrne}renewa applr tromprocessmgr yThejprqposed mandatory
specré*lareﬁ“tval efr c asses'kof 1Ep lrcants b,ypﬁ%@ommlssmners themselves would
amount toncoercro %ﬁrelrgr uslbroadcasters Tlilos‘”*»who Stayitrue to their consciences and
present-only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face Iong, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal-proceedings.- - .5+~ | .. e

(6) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets as do many smaller market secular
statrens Keeprng the»electncrty flowing is-eften‘a.challefge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
fiirther squgeze T niche and smaller- market{broadcasters by, substantrally raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiiring staff. presence whehever:a:s «%atron is:on eéarr'and (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and
curtarled servrcedrsmontrary fo the publrc rntene,st I DO
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Commenits in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking g oom

MB Docket No. 04-233

| submit the following comments in résponie to the Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (the “NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, polrcres or pracedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A

. number of proposals discussed in the NPRM if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio statlons especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don’t share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits. government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

_{2) The FCC must not turn every radio fstatronrmtofa piibli¢- forum whHere anyone~and ev“eryene
has rights to air time. Proposed public access’ reqmrements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
govemment agency— and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
prograims would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establiish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
autom}atrcally baired from reutme renewalxappllcatmnﬁproces‘s,l,ng The proposed mandatory

.8 ecralnrerley‘l?’é'l??é"inewrof c%rtam classe§ of apphcarlts by-the Commissioners themselves would
amount: tor,ceercron»ef rellgleus broadcasters. ‘Fhose'who-stay true to their-consciences and
present only the messagestihey correspond to their beliefs colild face long, expensive and
potentlally rulnous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Chnstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets as- do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeplng the electrlmty flowing:is-often a challenge Yet, the Commissiori proposes to
further squeeze niche and szmallergn%arketcbroadcgsterSu byfsubstantlally raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff-presence wheneVer'ife sfatlonllsrorﬁtbl'le alqand,r (b) by fuither restricting main
studio location chaices. Raising cesls with: thegezproposals;would -force service cutbacks — and
curtailed service is contrary fothe publlcunterest :
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Comments in Iiesponse to Localism‘Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04-233 Mg 26 2008

| submit the following comments jh reSponse {6 the Localism Notice of Pmposé:f ~C g il
Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ’3’

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's propased advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, partlcularly a religious broadcaster, must present

it , ) ) )
(2) The FCC must not turn évery radio &tation mto a publlc'forum where anyone and-everyong T T
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects fo the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

- (3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agenty— and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) . The FGC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
FEEER r,a'i:it"rrﬁa‘tlc,a.rllVba”rr‘c’e’d"frgm gatiner rgnew;l appllcatmn processmg The proposed mandatory
AR B *spe ial renewaliéewem@f certam classeswﬁapphcapts;by@% Cenpmuss:oners*themselves would
) amount tolcoe?cron of«rellgleus breadusters ‘Thesé whorstay:tiue to-their consciences and’
present only the messages they correspend to thieir bellefs ceﬂld’face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping.the electricity flowing is often a challenge Yet, the Commission proposes fo
further squeeze niche and smaller market bmadcasters by:substantlally raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence-whenever a station is on the *am and, {b) by further restricting main
studio location cheices. Raising costs with these proposals*weuld force serwce cutbacks — and
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MidaliasCompaunicakions Conparation
Box 900, 1561 MEVérnon Rd, Vidalia, GA 30475 912-537-9202/FAX 537-4477
www.vidaliacommunications.com

March 19, 2008

: et
Received & Inerer ed

Marlene H. Dorich, Esq., Secretary

Federal Communications Commissjon : MAR 26 7003

445 Twelfth Street, SW )

Washington, DC 20554 ECC Mz acom

Re: Broadcast Localism Proceeding
MB Docket No, 04-233

Dear Ms. Dorich: S - - . e+ e

Station WI'CQ-FM has been operating in our Vidalia, GA community for nearly 40 years. In that
time, the Station has devoted countless resources ta serving our local community. Our Station participates in
our community, and understands the needs of our community, not because of government mandates but
becanse the Station cares about our community and serving the public interest. I write today to object to the
burdensome and unnecessary proposals contained in the Commission’s Broadcast Localism proceeding. Each
of the proposals in the proceeding are addressed separately below.

Communications Between Licensees and Their Communities

More than 25 years ago, the FCC abandoned its misgnided “ascertainment” requirements, when it
cortectly concluded that market forces, rather than government mandates, may be relied upon to ensure that
broadcasters air programming that is responsive fo the needs and interests of their communities. Nothing has
changed in those 25 years that should make the FCC reach a different conclusion now. If anything,
broadcasters today face far more competition, from satellite radio and TV, cable, the Internet, and iPods, to
such an extent that market forces virtually ensure that broadcasters air responsive programming. We know full
well how important it is to address the needs and interests of the people in our communities. If we don’t
address those needs and interests, we know that market forces will drive listeners and viewers elsewhere.
Government mandates will not change that equation, except to make it far more difficult and expensive to be a
good broadcaster.

Accordmgly, this Station opposes any reinstatement of the formal ascertainment process or the
mandatory creation of advisory boards. The quarterly msues/pxograms list requirement, coupled with
Commnjission réview as necessary and public input | at.renewal ttme, has worked adequately over the past 25
years. The potential benefits, if any, of these unfunded mandaionygproposa]s are severely outweighed by the
costs involved. Instead, broadcasters should be given the flexibility; in their important role as stewards of the
broadcast airwaves, to communicate with their communities in a manner that best suits the station and the
community.

98Q Gold|es 97AM 101.7 FM
Today's Choice _Good' Tume Oldies Sweet Onion Country
WTCQ WvoP wYum

“GEORGIA ASSOCIATION OF BROADCASTERS AWARDS WINNER”
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Remote Station Operation

For many years, broadcasters have been afforded the flexibility to operate without
station personnel present at or near transmission facilities. This has been particularly
important in emergency situations, where broadcaster resources may need to be devoted
elsewhere. This Station opposes any efforts to remove the flexibility that the Commission
has wisely provided to broadcasters. Many broadcasters simply cannot afford to staff their
facility during all hours of operation and may be forced to shut down, which would be an
extreme disservice to the public. Other broadcasters have invested thousands of dollars in
technology to be sure we are immediately notified of any on-air problems. We don’t
believe the Commission should nullify those investments and require us to make even
more expenditures for unneeded personnel

Main Studio Rule

Similarly, this Station opposes any restrictions to the main studio rule. For many
years, stations have been given the choice as to where to locate their main studio in the
communities they serve. Due to variations in topography, and in order to address the needs
of the various communities they serve, broadcasters have been able to rely on the flexible
approach the FCC has adopted. No changes to this flexible approach are necessary or
warranted.

Voice-Tracking and National Playlists

This Station opposes any Commission regulation that would restrict the practice of
voice-tracking. Voice-tracking can be a useful tool for smaller broadcasters to bring popular
non-local talent to the local airwaves, as a benefit to their communities. Any restriction on
this ability would be a disservice to the public, and any disclosure requirements potentially
would infringe the First Amendment rights of broadcasters. Similarly, station playlists are
a matter of licensees’ discretion, and are tailored to serve the tastes of the communities they
serve. The Commission is prohibited by statute from regulating the content of broadcast
material, and should not encroach on the editorial freedoms broadcasters enjoy under the
First Amendment.

License Renewal Procedures

Finally, the Commission has proposed the adoption of quotas for local
programming. Such a proposal raises serious First Amendment concerns for broadcasters.
Therefore, this Station opposes any government mandates in the form of quotas or specific
minimum hours of local programming. Broadcasters who work and live in their local
communities, and who inherently know the needs and interests their communities, are in the
best position to determine how best to provide responsive programming, including local
programming, and to allocate their resources accordingly. Broadcasters need the flexibility
that is built into the current system. It is this flexibility that allows us to provide
programming that best serves the public interest.




Respec

Zaock Fowler
General Manager



Vidalia.Communicatiens Cemporation
Box 906; 1501 MEPVéFnon Rdt; Vidala, GA™ 504757 912-537:9302/FAX 537-4477

www.vidaliacommunications.com

March 19, 2008 Received & In-5nated
Marlene H. Dortch, Esq., Secretary MAR 2 6 ZUUa

Federal Communications Commission ' P,
445 Twelfth Street, SW FCC N w2

‘Washington, DC 20554

Re: Broadcast Localism Proceeding
MB Docket No. 04-233

Dear Ms. Dortch: . . v e

Station WYUM-FM has been serving our Mount Vernoen, GA community. for nearly 10 years. In that
time, the Station has devoted countless resources to serving our local community. Our Station participates in
our community, and understands the needs of our community, not because of government mandates but
because the Station cares about our community and serving the public interest. I write today to object to the
burdensome and unnecessary proposals contained in the Commission’s Broadcast Localism proceeding. Each
of the proposals in the proceeding are addressed separately below.

Communications Between Licensees and Their Communities

More than 25 years ago, the FCC abandoned its misguided “ascertainment” requirements, when it
correctly concluded that market forces, rather than government mandates, may be relied upon to ensure that
broadcasters air programming that is responsive to the needs and interests of their communities. Nothing has
changed in those 25 years that should make the FCC reach a different conclusion now. If anything,
broadcasters today face far more competition, from satellite radio and TV, cable, the Internet, and iPods, to
such an exient that market forces virtually ensure that broadcasters air responsive programming. We know full
well how important it is fo address the needs and interests of the people in our communities. If we don’t
address those needs and interests, we know that market forces will drive listeners and viewers elsewhere,
Government mandates will not change that equation, except to make it far more difficult and expensive to be a
good broadcaster.

Accordingly, this Station opposes any reinstatement of the formal ascertainment process or the
mandatory creation of advisory boards. The ‘quarterly issues/programs list requirement, coupled with
Commission review as necessary and Pubhc input at renewal time, has worked adequately over the past 25
yeaxs“‘Tlie@ote‘ii’ﬁal iéfigfits, Tany, ‘of thesé imfimded thandatory proposals ate severely outweighed by the
costs involved. Instead, broadcasters should‘be given the ﬂexiblllty, in their important role as stewards of the
broadcast airwaves, to communicate with thieir communities in a manner that best suiis the station and the

community.
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Remote Station Operation

For many years, broadcasters have been afforded the flexibility to operate without
station personnel present at or near transmission facilities. This has been particularly
important in emergency situations, where broadcaster resources may need to be devoted
elsewhere. This Station opposes any efforts to remove the flexibility that the Commission
has wisely provided to broadcasters. Many broadcasters simply cannot afford to staff their
facility during all hours of operation and may be forced to shut down, which would be an
extreme disservice to the public. Other broadcasters have invested thousands of dollars in
technology to be sure we are immediately notified of any on-air problems. We don’t
believe the Commission should nullify those investments and require us to make even
more expenditures for unneeded personnel

Main Studio Rule

Similarly, this Station opposes any restrictions to the main studio rule. For many
years, stations have been given the choice as to where to locate their main studio in the
communities they serve. Due to variations in topography, and in order to address the needs
of the various communities they serve, broadcasters have been able to rely on the flexible
approach the FCC has adopted. No changes to this flexible approach are necessary or
warranted.

Voice-Tracking and National Playlists

This Station opposes any Commission regulation that would restrict the practice of
voice-tracking. Voice-tracking can be a useful tool for smaller broadcasters to bring popular
non-local talent to the local airwaves, as a benefit to their communities. Any restriction on
this ability would be a disservice to the public, and any disclosure requirements potentially
would infringe the First Amendment rights of broadcasters. Similarly, station playlists are
a matter of licensees’ discretion, and are tailored to serve the tastes of the communities they
serve. The Commission is prohibited by statute from regulating the content of broadcast
material, and should not encroach on the editorial freedoms broadcasters enjoy under th
First Amendment. '

License Renewal Procedures

Finally, the Commission has proposed the adoption of quotas for local
programming. Such a proposal raises serious First Amendment concerns for broadcasters.
Therefore, this Station opposes any government mandates in the form of quotas or specific
minimum hours of local programming. Broadcasters who work and live in their local
communities, and who inherently know the needs and interests their communities, are in the
best position to determine how best to provide responsive programming, including local
programming, and to allocate their resources accordingly. Broadcasters need the flexibility
that is built into the current system. It is this flexibility that allows us to provide
programming that best serves the public interest.




Zack FoWler
General Manager




PO. Box 8086 ¢ Savannah, Georgia 31412 « (912) 234-1111

Marlene H. Dortch, Esq., Secretary March 20, 2008
Federal Communications Commission

445 Twelfth Street, SW :
Washington, DC 20554 Received & Inspected

Re: Broadcast Localism Proceeding MB Docket No. 04-233 1,3 26 2008

Dear Ms. Dortch: Foo ool L.o0om

WTOC-TV has been operating in the Savannah, GA community and DMA for just over 54-years now.
In that time, the Station has devoted countless resources to serving our local community. WTOC

participates in our community, and understands the needs of our community, not because
of government mandates, but because we cares about our community and serving the public interest.

I write today to object to the burdensome and unnecessary proposals contained in the
Commission’s Broadcast Localism proceeding. Each of the proposals in
the proceeding are addressed separately below:

I VRPN

Commumcatrons Between Llcensees and Thelr Commumtles

RN

More than 25 years ago, the, FCC abandoned,lts ascertamment requlreme ts, when it correctly
concluded that market forces, father than government mandates, may be relied upon to .

ensure that;broadcasters ajr programming that is responsive to the needs and interests of their
communities. Nothing has changed in those 25 years that should make the FCC reach a different
conclusion now.

If anything, broadcasters today face far more competltlon from satelhte radio and TV, cable the
Internet, and iPods, to such an extent that market forces Vlrtually ensure that broadcasters air responsive
programming. We, knaw full well how important it is to address the needs and interests of the people in
our communities. If we don’t address those needs and interests, we know that market forces will

drive listeners and viewers elsewhere. Government mandates will not change that equation, except to
make it far more difficult and expensive to be a good broadcaster.

Accordingly, WTOC opposes any reinstatement of the formal ascertainment process or the mandatory
creation of advisory boards. The quarterly issues/programs list requirement, coupled with Commission
review as necesgary gnd public input at renewal time, has worked adequately over the past 25 years.
The potential beneﬁts if any, of these unfunded mandatory proposals are severely outweighed by the
costs involved. -Instead, broadcasters should be given the flex1b111ty, in their lmportant role as stewards
of the broadcast airwaves, to communicate with their communities in a manner that best suits the station
and the community.
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simply cannot afford to staff their facility during all hours of operation and may be forced to shut down,
which would be an extreme disservice to the public. Other broadcasters have invested thousands of
dollars in technology to be sure we are immediately notified of any on-air problems. We don’t believe .
the Commission should nullify those investments and require us to make even more expenditures for
unneeded personnel

Main Studio Rule

Similarly, WTOC opposes any restrictions to the main studio rule. For many years, stations have been
given the choice as to where to locate their main studio in the communities they serve. Due to
variations in topography, and in order to address the needs of the various communities they serve,
broadeasters have beeh able to rely on the flexible approach the FCC has adopted. No changes to this
flexible appreach ate necessary or watranted,

License Renewal Procedures

Finally, the Commission has proposed the adoption of quotas for local programming. Such a proposal
raises serious First Amendment concerns for broadcasters. Therefore, WTOC opposes any government
mandates in the form of quotasior specific minimum hours of local programming. Broadcasters who
work and live in their local communities, and who inherently know the needs and interests their
communities, are in the best position to determine how best to provide responsive programming,
including local programming, and to allocate their resources accordingly. Broadcasters need the
flexibility that is built into the current system. It is this flexibility that allows us to provide programming
that best serves the public interest.

illiam L. Cathcart
VP & General Manager
WTOC-TV
Savannah, Georgia
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (tl-‘l:eSCGivcd &

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dacket No, 04-233.

nepected

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of MAR 2 6 2008

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatiblé viewpoints to shape,their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must.not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has

. fights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The chaice
of programming, especially religious pregramming, is not properly dictated by any government agency —and
proposals to foree reporting-on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constltutronally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review.of cerfain-classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters ‘These Who stay frue to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to,their bellefs could face long, expensive and. potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

{5)- .+ Many Christian broadcasters operate. on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
siations. Keeping the-electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staffzpresence whenever a station is an the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio loeation choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Box 9@0, 1soi ME‘Ve’f“ﬁo’ﬁ h&‘ Ve G '30‘4?7"*'5 912-537-9202/FAX 537-4477
www.vidaliacommunications.com

March 19, 2008

Rsgeived & insoected
Marlene H. Dortch, Bsq., Secretary )

Federal Communications Commission HAR 2 6 2003
445 Twelfth Street, SW ‘
Washington, DC 20554 FOC M a1l lcom

Re: Broadcast Localism Proceeding
MB Docket No. 04-233

Dear Ms. Dortch:

Station WVOP-AM has been operatmg in our Vldaha, GA community for more than 60 years. In that
time, the Station has devoted countless resources to serving our local community. Our Station participates in
our community, and understands the needs of our community, not because of government mandates but
because the Station cares about our community and serving the public interest. I write today to object to the
burdensome and unnecessary proposals contained in the Commission’s Broadcast Localism proceeding. Each
of the proposals in the proceeding are addressed separately below.

Communications Between Licensees and Their Communities

More than 25 years ago, the FCC abandoned its misguided “ascertainment” requirements, when it
correctly concluded that market forces, rather than government mandates, may, be relied upon to ensure that
broadcasters air programming that is responsive to the needs and interests of their communities. Nothing has
changed in those 25 years that should make the FCC reach a different conclusion now. If anything,
broadcasters today face far more competition, from satellite radio and TV, cable, the Internet, and iPods, to
such an extent that market forces virtually ensure that broadcasters air responsive programmming. We know full
well how important it is to address the needs and interests of the people in our communities. If we don’t
address those needs and interests, we know that market forces will drive listeners and viewers elsewhere.
Government mandates will not change that equation, except to make it far more difficult and expensive to be a
good broadcaster.

Accordingly, this Station opposes any reinstatement of the formal ascertainment process or the
mandatory creation of advisory boards. The quartetly 1ssues/programs list requirement, coupled with
Commission review as necessary and publie-input at renewal time,has worked adequately over the past 25
years. Thérpotentialbenefits, if any, of these viififided mandatory: proposals are severely outweighed by the
costs involved. Instead, broadéasters should'be giver the ﬂexiblhty in their important role as stewards of the
broadcast airwaves, to communicate with their communities in a manner that best suits the station and the
community.

28Q Goldies 97AM 101.7 FM
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Remote Station Operation

For many years, broadcasters have been afforded the flexibility to operate without
station personnel present at or near transmission facilities. This has been particularly
important in emergency situations, where broadcaster resources may need to be devoted
elsewhere. This Station opposes any efforts to remove the flexibility that the Commission
has wisely provided to broadcasters. Many broadcasters simply cannot afford to staff their
facility during all hours of operation and may be forced to shut down, which would be an
extreme disservice to the public. Other broadcasters have invested thousands of dollars in
technology to be sure we are immediately notified of any on-air problems. We don’t
believe the Commission should nullify those investments and require us to make even
more expenditures for unneeded personnel

Main Studio Rule

Similarly, this Station opposes any restrictions to the main studio rule. For many
years, stations have been given the choice as to where to locate their main studio in the
communities they serve. Due to variations in topography, and in order to address the needs
of the various communities they serve, broadcasters have been able to rely on the flexible
approach the FCC has adopted. No changes to this flexible approach are necessary or
warranted.

Voice-Tracking and National Playlists

This Station opposes any Commission regulation that would restrict the practice of
voice-tracking. Voice-tracking can be a useful tool for smaller broadcasters to bring popular
non-local talent to the local airwaves, as a benefit to their communities. Any restriction on
this ability would be a disservice to the public, and any disclosure requirements potentially
would infringe the First Amendment rights of broadcasters. Similarly, station playlists are
a matter of licensees’ discretion, and are tailored to serve the tastes of the communities they
serve. The Commission is prohibited by statute from regulating the content of broadcast
material, and should not encroach on the editorial freedoms broadcasters enjoy under the
First Amendment,

License Renewal Procedures

Finally, the Commission has proposed the adoption of quotas for local
programming. Such a proposal raises serious First Amendment concerns for broadcasters.
Therefore, this Station opposes any government mandates in the form of quotas or specific
minimum hours of local programming. Broadcasters who work and live in their local
communities, and who inherently know the needs and interests their communities, are in the
best position to determine how best to provide responsive programming, including local
programming, and to allocate their resources accordingly. Broadcasters need the flexibility
that is built into the current system. It is this flexibility that allows us to provide
programming that best serves the public interest.




- ¥

General Manager
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MB Docket No. 04-233 CC Mail g, b
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (the “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
number of proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do no: share their values. The NPRM's proposed adviscry board proposals would
impose such ‘unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those
who don't share théir values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of
license for choosing to foliow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints
to shape their programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC,
from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyane and everyone
has rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious
broadcaster conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids |mposmon of
message delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information.: The
choice of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
government agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what
programs would intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be - -

automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory

. special renewal review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would -
~ amount to coercicr: of religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and

present only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and
potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to
further squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantrally raising costs in two ways:
(a) by requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices.: Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and
curtailed service is confraty to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed ab:o'vé..
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